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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This application is in response to the amendment filed on: 1 1/6/2006. 

2. Claims 1-4, 6-14, and 16-22 are pending in the application. 

3. Previous rejections for claims 1-22 under 35 U.S.C. 112 first and second 
paragraph have been withdrawn in view of amendments filed on: 1 1/6/2006. 

4. Previous rejections for claims 18-22 under 35 USC 101 have been withdrawn in 
view of amendments filed on: 1 1/6/2006. 

5. Previous rejections under 35 USC 103 for claims 1-4, 6-14, and 16-22 have been 
withdrawn, since applicant's arguments with respect to the improper reference used 
(Chakraborty), since Chakraborty is not prior art due to effective filing date of a parent 
application (10/187,060)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 3, 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Altamura et al (IJDAR, published: November 7, 2000, pages 6-12) in further view of Sun 
Micro ("Star Office XML File Format Working Draft", pages 19, and 234, published: 
January 2001). 

With regards to claim 1, Altamura et al teaches a method comprising: 
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• Determining properties corresponding to a mini-document that relates to at least 
one section of an application document: (Fig. 3, P6-5: whereas, layout analysis is 
performed to determine the properties for each block in a document (where each 
block relates to a segment of a document image, and thus represents a mini- 
document of the entire application document)). 

• Mapping the properties of the mini-document into a markup language element 
(P9-3: whereas, the properties of the mini-document, such as a running-header, 
is mapped into an element (labeled 'ID'), and assigned an ID value such as IdO'). 

• Storing the properties of the mini-document in the markup language document: 
(P8-1 and P9-3: whereas, the properties are stored in a DTD data file). 

However, Altamura et al does not expressly teach wherein the properties comprise at 
least one of a table element. 

Sun Micro teaches wherein mapping includes mapping the properties into at least one 
member of a group comprising: a table element (whereas, properties of an application 
word processing document are analyzed to determine the properties of different 
sections including table element properties (page 9: whereas, an application word 
processing document gets analyzed, such that the properties are stored in XML format. 
Additionally, as explained in page 234, table properties of a word document, include 
table elements to describe a particular table in a application document). 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's methed for determining properties 
corresponding to a mini-document, to have further included determining the properties 
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comprise at least one of a table element, as taught by Sun Micro. The combination of 
Altamura et al and Sun Micro would have allowed Altamura et al to have implemented 
an "open standard for office documents" (Sun Micro, page 19). 

With regards to claim 3, which depends on claim 1, Altamura et al teaches a method 
wherein mapping the properties further comprises mapping a type attribute that 
corresponds to the mini-document (P9-3: whereas, each type of mini-document is 
identified by a an ID number, such as 'idO). 

With regards to claim 6, which depends on claim 1 , Altamura et al teaches a method 
wherein: 

• Determining the properties corresponding to an additional mini-document that 
relates to at least one section of the application document: (Fig. 3, p6-5: 
whereas, layout analysis is performed to determine one or more additional mini 
documents/blocks that have like properties in a document). 

• Mapping the properties of the additional mini-document into a markup language 
element, an attribute and a value: (P9-3: whereas, the properties of the additional 
mini-document, such as a running-header, is mapped into an element (labeled 
'ID'), and assigned an ID value such as 'idO' for one type of mini-document, and 
'id4' for another type of mini document). 

• Storing the properties of the mini-document in the markup language document 
(P8-1 and P9-3: whereas, the properties are stored in a DTD data file). 
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Additionally, Sun Micro teaches wherein mapping includes mapping the properties into 
at least one member of a group comprising: a table element, as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's methed for determining properties 
corresponding to an additional mini-document, to have further included determining the 
properties comprise at least one of a table element, as taught by Sun Micro. The 
combination of Altamura et al and Sun Micro would have allowed Altamura et al to have 
implemented an "open standard for office documents" (Sun Micro, page 19). 

With regards to claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1 , Altamura et al teaches a 
method comprising: 

• Determining whether properties associated with all mini-documents of the 
application document have been stored in the markup language document; and 
processing further mini-documents when the properties associated with all mini- 
documents have not been stored in the markup language document (P7-9: 
whereas, the application document is translated into HTML/XML formats by 
aggregating all textual, graphical, layout and logical information extracted in the 
document analysis and understanding process). 
With regards to claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1 , Altamura et al teaches a 
method wherein the properties of the mini-document stored in the markup language 
document (in claim 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale), are understood by an 
application that understands the markup language when the mini-document is not native 
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to the application (P7-10, Fig. 5: whereas, xml documents can be sent to a client 
browser that does not have the mini-document native to the application, through the 
help of a validating parser using an agreed schema of information exchange (DTD) + 
XML)). 

7. Claims 2, 10-13, and 16-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Altamura et al (IJDAR, published: November 7, 2000, pages 6-12), 
Sun Micro ("Star Office XML File Format Working Draft", pages 19, and 234, published: 
January 2001), in further view of Klink et al (DFKI, published, September 25, 2000, 
pages 1a, 3, 4, and 11). 

With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1 , Altamura et al teaches a method 
further comprising determining whether the mini-document is one of a header (P9-3, 
whereas, a mini-document is recognized to be a header (labeled as 'running-header 1 )). 
However, Altamura et al does not expressly teach determining whether the mini- 
document is one of a footer. 

Klink et al teaches determining the mini-document is one of a footer (Section 4.1: 
whereas, each block/mini-document in the document are determined, including footers). 

Furthermore, Altamura et al and Klink et al are analogous art since they are from the 
same problem solving area: document analysis and document data in XML. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's set of mini-documents to further include 
recognizing a footer as a mini-document as well. The combination of Altamura et al, Sun 
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Micro, and Klink et al would have allowed better "recognition of document structure" 
(Klink et al, Section 4) in Altamura et al's system. 

With regards to claim 10, Altamura et al teaches a computer readable medium 
comprising: 

• Determining properties relating to a mini-document (similar to claim 1 , and is 
rejected under the same rationale) used within a word processing document (P9- 
4: whereas, the image document is word processed since OCR technology is 
used to extract words from the image, and thus represents a word processing 
document as well). 

• Determining whether the mini-document is one of a header (P9-3, whereas, a 
. mini-document is recognized to be a header (labeled as 'running-header'). 

• Writing the properties into at least one of a markup language element, an 
attribute, and a value, similarly in claim 1 , and is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

• Storing the properties in the markup language document such that the headers of 
the word-processing document are substantially maintained when the markup 
language document is parsed by an application (P8-1 and P9-3: whereas, the 
properties are stored in a DTD data file). 

However, Altamura et al does not expressly teach wherein writing includes writing 
the properties into at least one member of a group comprising: a table element , 
determining whether the mini-document is one of a footer, and the properties stored in a 
markup language file such that the footers of the word-processing document are 
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substantially maintained when the markup language document is parsed by an 
application. 

Altamura and Sun Micro similarly teach wherein writing includes writing the 
properties into at least one member of a group comprising: a table element, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected under the same rationale. 

However, Altamura and Sun Micro do not expressly teach determining whether the 
mini-document is one of a footer, and the properties stored in a markup language file 
such that the footers of the word-processing document are substantially maintained 
when the markup language document is parsed by an application. 

Klink et al similarly teaches determining whether the mini-document is one of a 
footer, in claim 2, and is rejected under the same rationale. Furthermore, Klink et al 
teaches storing properties of mini-document data in a markup language file (Section 7: 
whereas, document representation data can be stored in HTML/XML format) 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's ability to determine whether a mini-document 
is a header, to also further include the ability to determine whether a mini-document is a 
footer for storage in a markup language document as taught by Klink et al. The 
combination of Altamura et al, Sun Micro, and Klink et al would have allowed Altamura 
et al's system to have ensured that the footer properties in a markup language 
document would have been substantially maintained when a markup language 
document was stored by an application. 
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With regards to claim 12, which depends on claim 10, Altamura et al teaches a 
computer readable medium for performing a method similar to claim 8, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 13, which depends on claim 10, Altamura et al teaches a 
computer readable medium for performing a method similar to claim 3, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 16, which depends on claim 13, Altamura et al teaches a 
computer readable medium comprises: 

• Determining properties corresponding to an additional mini-document that relates 
to at least one section (similarly in claim 6, and is rejected under the same 
rationale), of a word processing document (in claim 10, and is rejected under the 
same rationale). 

• Mapping the properties of the additional mini-document into at least one of a 
markup language element, an attribute, and a value; and storing the properties of 
the additional mini-document in the markup language document: (as similarly 
taught in claim 6, and is rejected under the same rationale). 

Additionally, Altamura and Sun micro teach wherein the mapping includes mapping 
the properties into at least one member of a group comprising: a table element, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 10, and is rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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With regards to claim 17, which depends on claim 13, Altamura et al teaches a 
computer readable medium for performing a method similar to claim 7, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 18, Altamura et al teaches a system comprising: 

• Determining properties relating to a mini-document included in at least one 
section of an application document: (similarly in claim 1, and is rejected under the 
same rationale). 

• Determine whether the mini-document is one of a header (P9-3, whereas, a mini- 
document is recognized to be a header (labeled as 'running-header'). 

• Map the properties into at least one of a markup language element, an attribute, 
and a value: (similarly, in claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale). 

• Store the properties in the markup language document (similarly in claim 1 , and 
is rejected under the same rationale), and a validation engine configured to 
validate the markup language document (P7-10: whereas, a parser is used for 
validating the XML document). 

However, Altamura et al does not expressly teach, wherein the mapping includes 
mapping the properties into at least one member of a group comprising: a table 
element determining whether the mini-document is one of a footer, and the properties 
stored in a markup language file such that the footers of the word-processing document 
are substantially maintained when the markup language document is parsed by an 
application. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/731 ,242 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2178 

Altamura et al and Sun Micro teaches wherein the mapping includes mapping the 
properties into at least one member of a group comprising: a table element, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

However, Altamura et al and Sun Micro do not expressly teach determining whether 
the mini-document is one of a footer, and the properties stored in a markup language 
file such that the footers of the word-processing document are substantially maintained 
when the markup language document is parsed by an application. 

Klink et al similarly teaches determining whether the mini-document is one of a 
footer, in claim 2, and is rejected under the same rationale. Furthermore, Klink et al 
teaches storing properties of mini-document data in a markup language file (Section 7: 
whereas, document representation data can be stored in HTML/XML format) 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's ability to determine whether a mini-document 
is a header, to also further include the ability to determine whether a mini-document is a 
footer for storage in a markup language document as taught by Klink et al. The 
combination of Altamura et al, Sun Micro, and Klink et al would have allowed Altamura 
et al's system to have ensured that the footer properties in a markup language 
document would have been substantially maintained when a markup language 
document was stored by an application. 

With regards to claim 19, which depends on claim 18, Altamura et al teaches a 
system performing a method similar to claim 6, and is rejected under the same 
rationale. 
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With regards to claim 20, which depends on claim 18, Altamura et al teaches a 
system performing a method similar to claim 7, and is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

With regards to claim 21 , which depends on claim 18, Altamura et al teaches a 
system wherein the properties of the mini-document stored in the markup language 
document are understood by an additional application that understands the markup 
language when the mini-document is not native to the additional application (P7-10, Fig. 
5: whereas, xml documents can be sent to a additional application (client browser) that 
does not have the mini-document native to the additional application, through the help 
of a validating parser using an agreed schema of information exchange (DTD) + XML)). 
8. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Altamura 
et al (IJDAR, published: November 7, 2000, pages 6-12) and Sun Micro ("Star Office 
XML File Format Working Draft", pages 19, and 234, published: January 2001), in 
further view of Eisenberg (XML.com, published, June 8, 2001, pages 1a and 1). 

With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 1 , Altamura et al teaches a method 
for a mini-document occurring in a specified section of the application document (in 
claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale), and a type attribute, in claim 3, and 
is rejected under the same rationale. However, Altamura et al does not expressly teach 
the type attribute corresponding to whether the mini-document occurs on a first page, 
odd pages, or even pages of the application document. 
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Eisenberg teaches the attributes for whether pages correspond to even, or odd 
number pages of a document (P1-4), as well as a first page (P1-2: whereas, a cover 
page is a sequence of one page). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's type attribute for whether a document (such 
as a mini-document) occurs on a first, even, or odd page as taught by Eisenberg. The 
combination of Altamura et al, Sun Micro, and Eisenberg would have allowed Altamura 
et al's system to have "specified the order (of pages) when it was the time to generate a 
sequence of pages" (Eisenberg, P1-1). 

9. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Altamura 
et al (IJDAR, published: November 7, 2000, pages 6-12) and Sun Micro ("Star Office 
XML File Format Working Draft", pages 19, and 234, published: January 2001) in further 
view of Pavlov (US Patent: 6,725,426 B1, published: Apr. 20, 2004, filed: Mar. 17, 
2000). 

With regards to claim 9, which is dependent on claim 1 , Altamura et al teaches a 
method for wherein the markup language document is manipulated on a client station to 
substantially reproduce the mini-document of the application document not withstanding 
the presence of an application that generated the markup language document (Section 
6.2, Fig. 5: whereas, the properties stored in the markup document, are understood by a 
client web browser to reproduce the document without using WISDOM++). However 
Altamura et al does not teach the markup language document is manipulated on a 
server to reproduce the mini-document. 



Application/Control Number: 10/731,242 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2178 

Pavlov teaches a markup language document is manipulated on a server to 
reproduce the mini-document (column 3, lines 59-65: whereas, a system capable of 
retrieving XML content is manipulated by a server to reproduce a document for a 
particular device). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's mini-document reproduction system to be 
reproduced on a server system as taught by Pavlov. The combination of Altamura et al, 
Sun Micro, and Pavlov would have allowed Altamura et al's system to have "stored 
content in XML format instead of word processing documents" (Pavlov, column 1, lines 
34-39). 

10. Claims 1 1 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Altamura et al (IJDAR, published: November 7, 2000, pages 6-12), Klink et al 
(DFKI, published, September 25, 2000, pages 1a, 3, 4, and 11) and Sun Micro ("Star 
Office XML File Format Working Draft", pages 19, and 234, published: January 2001), in 
further view of Pavlov (US Patent: 6,725,426 B1, published: Apr. 20, 2004, filed: Mar. 
17,2000). 

With regards to claim 11, which depends on claim 10, Altamura et al a computer 
readable medium comprising: 

• A word processing document, similarly, in claim 10, and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

• The markup language document is manipulated on a client to substantially 
reproduce the mini-document of the word-processing document not withstanding 
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the presence of an application that generated the markup language document 
(Section 6.2, Fig. 5: whereas, the properties stored in the markup document, are 
understood by a client web browser to reproduce the document without using 
WISDOM++). However Altamura et al does not teach the markup language 
document is manipulated on a server to reproduce the mini-document. 
However, Altamura et al does not teach the markup language document is 

manipulated on a server to reproduce the mini-document. 

Pavlov teaches a markup language document is manipulated on a server to 

reproduce the mini-document (column 3, lines 59-65: whereas, a system capable of 

retrieving XML content is manipulated by a server to reproduce a document for a 

particular device). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's mini-document reproduction system to be 
reproduced on a server system as taught by Pavlov. The combination of Altamura et al, 
Klink et al, Sun Micro, and Pavlov would have allowed Altamura et al's system to have 
"stored content in XML format instead of word processing documents" (Pavlov, column 

I , lines 34-39). 

With regards to claim 22, which depends on claim 18, Altamura et al teaches a 
system performing a method similar to claim 9, and is rejected under the same 
rationale. 

II. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Altamura et al (IJDAR, published: November 7, 2000, pages 6-12), Klink et al (DFKI, 
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published, September 25, 2000, pages 1a, 3,4, and 11) and Sun Micro ("Star Office 
XML File Format Working Draft", pages 19, and 234, published: January 2001), in 
further view of Eisenberg (XMLcom, published, June 8, 2001, pages 1a and 1). 

With regards to claim 14, which depends on claim 13, Altamura et al teaches a 
method for a mini-document occurring in a specified section of the word processing 
document (in claim 10, and is rejected under the same rationale), and a type attribute, 
similarly in claim 3, and is rejected under the same rationale. However, Altamura et al 
does not expressly teach the type attribute corresponding to whether \he mini-document 
occurs on a first page, odd pages, or even pages of the word processing document. 

Eisenberg teaches attributes for whether pages correspond to even, or odd number 
pages of a document (P1-4), as well as a first page (P1-2: whereas, a cover page is a 
sequence of one page). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Altamura et al's type attribute for whether a document (such 
as a mini-document) occurs on a first, even, or odd page as taught by Eisenberg. The 
combination of Altamura et al, Klink et al, Sun Micro, and Eisenberg would have allowed 
Altamura et al's system to have "specified the order (of pages) when it was time to 
generate a sequence of pages" (Eisenberg, P1-1). 

Response to Arguments 
12. Applicant's arguments, see page 7 of Applicant Remarks/Arguments, filed 
1 1/6/2006, with respect to claims 1-4, 6-14, and 16-22 have been fully considered and 
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are persuasive. The previous rejections for claims 1-4, 6-14, and 16-22 have been 
withdrawn. 



13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wilson Tsui whose telephone number is (571)272-7596. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Conclusion 





Wilson Tsui 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit: 2178 
November 20, 2006 



